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Achieving practical quantum speedup with limited resources is a crucial challenge in both aca-
demic and industrial communities. To address this, a partially fault-tolerant quantum computing
architecture called “space-time efficient analog rotation quantum computing architecture (STAR
architecture)” has been recently proposed. This architecture focuses on minimizing resource re-
quirements while maximizing the precision of non-Clifford gates, essential for universal quantum
computation. However, non-deterministic processes such as the repeat-until-success (RUS) protocol
and state injection can introduce significant computational overhead. Therefore, optimizing the
logical circuit to minimize this overhead by using efficient fault-tolerant operations is essential. This
paper presents an efficient method for simulating the time evolution of the 2D Hubbard model
Hamiltonian, a promising application of the STAR architecture. We present two techniques, paral-
lel injection protocol and adaptive injection region updating, to reduce unnecessary time overhead
specific to our architecture. By integrating these with the existing fSWAP technique, we develop
an efficient Trotter-based time evolution operation for the 2D Hubbard model. Our analysis reveals
an acceleration of over 10 times compared to naive serial compilation. This optimized compilation
enables us to estimate the computational resources required for quantum phase estimation of the
2D Hubbard model. For devices with a physical error rate of pphys = 10−4, we estimate that ap-
proximately 6.5× 104 physical qubits are required to achieve faster ground state energy estimation
of the 8× 8 Hubbard model compared to classical computation.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum computers are expected to bring exponen-
tial speedup over classical computers for various tasks,
such as prime factoring [1], simulation of quantum many-
body systems [2, 3], and performing linear algebraic op-
erations [4]. Recent advancements have led to the de-
velopment of so-called noisy intermediate scale quantum
(NISQ) devices [5], which feature hundreds of qubits. De-
spite this progress, extracting practical quantum advan-
tages from such NISQ devices remains challenging owing
to the existence of quantum noise.

The ultimate solution to quantum noise in a scalable
manner is fault-tolerant quantum computing (FTQC) us-
ing the quantum error correction (QEC) codes. One
promising FTQC architecture is based on the surface
code [6–10], which boasts a high noise threshold and
good compatibility with the superconducting qubit de-
vices. These advantages have spurred several small-scale
surface code experiments [11–13]. However, resource esti-
mations for several tasks indicate that surface code-based
FTQC architecture requires around 106 physical qubits
to achieve meaningful quantum advantage [14–17]. This
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is several orders of magnitude more than what current
NISQ devices, with hundreds of physical qubits, can of-
fer. To bridge this gap, researchers are exploring ways to
reduce the resource overhead necessary for the practical
quantum advantage. Efforts include developing new al-
gorithms with lower resource requirements [18–21], trad-
ing off QEC overhead for other form (such as a sampling
overhead) through mitigation techniques [22, 23], and de-
veloping new QEC codes that have smaller resource over-
head than the surface code [24–30].

Under these circumstances, we previously introduced
the “space-time efficient analog rotation quantum com-
puting architecture (STAR architecture)” [31], designed
for the early stages of fault-tolerant quantum computing
(early-FTQC). This architecture integrates fault-tolerant
Clifford gates, protected by QEC and performed via sur-
face code lattice surgery [10, 32], with noisy analog ro-
tation gates performed directly using a gate teleporta-
tion circuit consuming an ancilla state. By avoiding the
magic state distillation [33] and the Solovay–Kitaev de-
composition [34], the STAR architecture reduces space-
time overhead of the non-Clifford gates. As a drawback,
the ancilla state injection for the analog rotation gate
is not fault-tolerant, thus, we need to remove the errors
occurring during the state injection as much as possi-
ble. Recently, we developed a novel ancilla state injec-
tion protocol [35], inspired by Choi et al. [36]. Although
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the rotation angle is restricted to be small enough, the
new protocol improves the worst-case logical error rate
from the original protocol of the STAR architecture [31],
whose behavior is ∝ pphys, to ∝ θpphys, where θ is a small
rotation angle. Therefore, for small angles, the logical er-
ror rate improves by a factor of θ. In principle, this new
protocol achieves sufficient precision to handle some im-
portant tasks in the early-FTQC era, such as quantum
simulations of condensed-matter physics.

For the practical application of the STAR architecture,
the appropriate compilation of the input logical quantum
circuit is mandatory. In the early-FTQC era, where re-
sources are limited, reducing unnecessary runtime over-
head is significant in achieving quantum acceleration.
There have been several discussions on circuit compila-
tion in the context of the surface code-based FTQC ar-
chitecture [37–42], where the main overhead comes from
the lattice surgery operations that need additional ancilla
logical qubits. If the number of available ancilla logical
qubits is restricted, waiting for them to become available
creates unnecessary overhead. Optimizing lattice surgery
operations is generally NP-hard [37], but several heuris-
tic optimization techniques have been proposed [38–42].
In the STAR architecture, the situation differs owing
to the use of the direct analog rotation gates. A ma-
jor advantage of STAR architecture is that analog ro-
tation gates can easily be performed in parallel without
any space overhead, thanks to the absence of distilla-
tion blocks. Compilers should utilize this advantage to
reduce runtime. On the other hand, the STAR archi-
tecture’s runtime overhead also depends on the repeat-
until-success (RUS) protocol and the ancilla state injec-
tion protocol. The non-deterministic nature of the RUS
protocol complicates pre-compiling its execution order.
If ancilla state injections rarely succeed, the runtime per
each RUS trial increases, and the success rate of state
injections decreases with longer RUS protocol durations
owing to increasing rotation angles. Therefore, to max-
imize the benefits of STAR architecture, a “real-time”
strategy is needed to minimize the runtime overhead of
the rotation gates, thereby suppressing the worst-case
overhead of long-lasting RUS protocols.

In this paper, we present a method to compile a
representative task while reducing the overhead of the
RUS protocols. We focus on the quantum simulation of
the 2D Hubbard model [43], expected to be the bench-
mark of the practical quantum advantage in the near
future [15, 44, 45]. To utilize the small-angle rotation
gate in STAR architecture, we employ the Trotteriza-
tion approach for the quantum simulations. We reduce
the time overhead of the RUS protocol by employing the
fSWAP network [46], which localizes the Hamiltonian’s
interaction terms, allowing parallel execution of these lo-
cal rotation gates. Additionally, we introduce two ideas
to decrease the ancilla state injection overhead: paral-
lel injection and adaptive injection region updating. Nu-
merical simulations of the RUS protocol using these tech-
niques indicate an over 80 % reduction in time overhead

when the injection success rate is low. Combining all
these technical elements, we derive a formula for the ex-
ecution time of the time evolution operator, which can
be applied to any estimation of any computational task
using Trotter-based time evolution of the 2D Hubbard
model. To demonstrate the application of the formula,
we estimate the total runtime and required number of
physical qubits for the quantum phase estimation (QPE)
algorithm designed for the early-FTQC era [21]. Using
parameters from previous studies, we estimate that for
a physical error rate of pphys = 10−4, an 8 × 8 Hubbard
model simulation can be performed in about 10 hours
with 6.5 × 104 physical qubits. This is approximately
103 faster than the classical algorithm, given in Ref. [15],
suggesting that the STAR architecture could offer prac-
tical quantum advantages with a smaller quantum device
than previously expected.
This paper is organized as follows. Sec.II provides a

brief introduction to the STAR architecture, which forms
the foundation of our discussion. Sec.III, the main con-
tribution of this paper, explores an efficient operation
schedule of the Trotter-based time evolution operator
within the STAR architecture. We start by introduc-
ing the Trotterization of the time evolution operator and
the Hamiltonians considered in this study. Key elements
of our compilation, namely the fSWAP and the parallel
RUS execution, are discussed in detail. We then demon-
strate how to estimate the total execution time of a single
Trotter step, measured in units of the lattice surgery op-
eration clock. Sec. IV applies our compilation results
to the QPE algorithm. We estimate the execution time
and the number of physical qubits based on our findings
and the proposed algorithm [21]. Sec.V summarizes our
study and briefly discuss some issues to be addressed in
future studies.

II. OVERVIEW OF STAR ARCHITECTURE

Before delving into the detailed discussion on compi-
lation, it is essential to outline how we perform univer-
sal quantum computing. Given our unique approach, we
first review its features for readers who may be unfamiliar
with it.
In this paper, we employ the STAR architecture [31]

as the foundation of universal quantum computing. The
STAR architecture is originally proposed in Ref. [31] aim-
ing to bridge the gap between NISQ and FTQC. The key
features of this architecture are the following:

(i) Fault-tolerant Clifford gates using QEC.

(ii) Direct analog rotation gates with reasonably clean
ancilla states.

(iii) Mitigating remnant noise in the analog rotation
gate by quantum error mitigation (QEM) tech-
niques (e.g., probabilistic error cancellation (PEC)).
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By performing the analog rotation gates directly, we
can avoid the need for magic state distillation [33] and
Solovay–Kitaev decomposition [34]. This significantly re-
duces the number of physical qubits and execution time
of non-Clifford gates.

In this study, we employ the rotated planar surface
code [10] as a logical qubit, also referred to as a “patch”,
and use lattice surgery [10, 32] to implement logical Clif-
ford gates. Detailed descriptions of the logical Clifford
operation used in this study are summarized in Ap-
pendix.A. Regarding the direct analog rotation gate, we
employ the RUS approach [16, 31, 47] using the circuit
in Fig. 1. In general, the injection of the ancilla state,
|mθ⟩ ≡ RZ(θ) |+⟩ = 1√

2
(e−iθ |0⟩ + e+iθ |1⟩), cannot be

fault-tolerant owing to the analog rotation angle. To re-
duce noise, we employ a recently proposed ancilla state
injection protocol [35], We briefly explain the RUS pro-
tocol and the state injection protocol in Appendix B.
This protocol, although restricted to small rotation an-
gles, drastically improves the logical error rate of the an-
cilla state. Since the Trotter-based time evolution oper-
ator is a product of small angle rotation gates, this pro-
tocol is highly suitable for our purposes. As discussed in
Ref. [35], by assuming the circuit-level noise model with
error probability pphys, the noise channel of the direct
small-angle rotation gate can be reduced to a probabilis-
tic Z error channel, whose worst-case logical error rate is
given as,

ϵRUS,θ∗ ≈ αRUSθ
∗pphys, (1)

where αRUS is a factor accounts for noise accumulation
during RUS trials. αRUS depends not only on the rota-
tion angle θ∗ but also on the parameters chosen for the
injection protocol. Numerical simulations [35] suggest
that αRUS/k ≈ 0.40 (where k is a parameter of the in-
jection protocol. See Appendix B), and we use this value
in our discussion. Once the noise channel is specified, we
can mitigate it by QEC techniques. In this study, we em-
ploy the probabilistic error cancellation (PEC) [48, 49].
The PEC allows us to compensate the noise channel with
an additional sampling overhead,

γ2(θ∗) ≈ e4ϵRUS,θ∗ . (2)

In Sec. IV, we use this equation to estimate the actual
runtime of the quantum algorithm including the overhead
intruduced by the PEC.

III. COMPILATION OF THE TROTTER-BASED
TIME EVOLUTION OF 2D HUBBARD MODEL

FOR STAR ARCHITECTURE

In this section, we discuss the compilation of the
Trotter-based time evolution of the 2D Hubbard model,
tailored for the STAR architecture. We begin by intro-
ducing the Trotter decomposition of the time evolution

|ψ⟩
MZZ

Z

|mθ⟩ MX

FIG. 1. Quantum circuit to implement RZ(θ). MZZ and
MX represent the measurements of ZZ and X, respectively.
Based on the measurement value mZZ of MZZ , the output
state is either RZ(θ) |ψ⟩ (mZZ = +1) or RZ(−θ) |ψ⟩ (mZZ =
−1). The circuit is repeated until obtaining the desired state
RZ(θ) |ψ⟩.

operator and defining the 2D Hubbard model Hamilto-
nian. Next, we outline our compilation strategy, empha-
sizing the core techniques used. After that, we introduce
core techniques in our compilation, These include the
insertion of fermionic SWAP (fSWAP) network and the
execution of the parallel RUS protocol. Finally, we sum
up all these elements to determine the execution time of
the single Trotter step. We also compare our compilation
results with a naive sequential compilation approach.

A. Trotter-based time evolution operator

Consider the Hamiltonian given as

H =

L−1∑
j=0

cjPj , (3)

where Pj represents a multi-qubit Pauli operator, cj de-
notes a real coefficient, and L is the total number of
terms. We aim to perform the time evolution opera-
tor e−iHτ , but directly exponentiating the Hamiltonian
is impractical owing to its exponentially large dimension.
To simplify this, we use the Trotter decomposition,

which approximates the time evolution operator with
easy-to-perform steps, introducing a small error. We di-
vide the time interval τ into r steps and define ∆τ = τ/r.
The second-order Trotter decomposition is given as,

e−iH∆τ ≈
L−1∏
j=0

e−icjPj∆τ/2
0∏

j=L−1

e−icjPj∆τ/2 ≡ e−iHeff∆τ ,

(4)
where ∆τ is sufficiently small. The approximation error
of the second-order Trotterization behaves as [45],

||e−iH∆τ − e−iHeff∆τ || ≤W∆τ3, (5)

where W is a constant called “Trotter error norm” [45].
The error of the n-th energy eigenvalue Eeff,n calculated
by e−iHeff∆τ is also bounded as [45]

|En − Eeff,n| ≤W∆τ2. (6)

The time evolution of e−iHτ can be approximated by the
sequence of the time evolution of e−iH∆τ ,

e−iHτ =

L−1∏
j=0

e−icjPj∆τ/2
0∏

j=L−1

e−icjPj∆τ/2

r

+O(1/r2)

(7)
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As shown, the Trotter-based time evolution is a product
of small-angle Pauli rotations. In Sec. IV, Eq. (6) is
used to determine the division number r for the Trotter
decomposition via ∆τ = τ/r.

B. Hamiltonian

In this study, we consider the 2D Hubbard model
Hamiltonian on an N ×N square lattice. The 2D Hub-
bard model is a simple model that captures the electronic
and magnetic behavior in solid materials [50, 51]. The
Hamiltonian of the 2D Hubbard model is defined as,

H = −t
∑

⟨i,j⟩,σ

(c†i,σcj,σ + h.c.) + U
∑
i

ni,↑ni,↓, (8)

where c
(†)
i,σ (σ =↑, ↓) represents the creation (annihila-

tion) operator of the fermion and ni,σ = c†i,σci,σ (σ =↑, ↓)
denotes the number operator of up and down spin com-
ponent on the site i. The notation ⟨i, j⟩ indicates pairs
of adjacent sites on the 2D lattice, while t and U are
parameters indicating the hopping strength and repul-
sive potential strength, respectively. The Jordan-Wigner
(JW) transformation [52] with a certain index ordering
transforms the Hamiltonian as follows,

H = − t

2

∑
⟨i,j⟩,σ

(Xi,σXj,σ + Yi,σYj,σ)Z
↔
i,j,σ

+
U

4

∑
i

Zi,↑Zi,↓ −
U

4

∑
i,σ

Zi,σ, (9)

Z↔
i,j,σ =

∏
k∈Pi,j

Zk,σ, (10)

where Pi,j indicates a set of sites between i and j in the
one-dimensional ordering of the JW transformation. The
ordering we choose in this study will be discussed later.
Originally, the Hamiltonian consists only of local interac-
tion terms. However, the JW transformation introduces
non-local multi-qubit Pauli operators to maintain the
fermionic commutation relations in the one-dimensional
mapping. As discussed in Ref. [44], the last term of
Eq.(9) is proportional to the total electron number oper-
ator up to some constant factor. Generally, the simula-
tion is performed in a subspace with a fixed number of
electrons, allowing us to omit the last term of Eq.(9) by
absorbing the constant factor into the energy eigenval-
ues. Therefore, the Hamiltonian we consider is reduced
to

H = − t

2

∑
⟨i,j⟩,σ

(Xi,σXj,σ + Yi,σYj,σ)Z
↔
i,j,σ +

U

4

∑
i

Zi,↑Zi,↓

(11)

In this study, we apply the open boundary condition.
The parameters t, U are chosen as t = 1, U = 4, which
consistent with previous studies [15, 45].

C. Compile strategy

In the previous section, we noted that the JW transfor-
mation results in non-local multi-qubit Pauli terms like
P = XZ . . . ZX in the Hamiltonian, making these inter-
action terms challenging to execute in parallel. However,
to reduce the runtime overhead of the RUS protocol of
rotation gates, it is better to perform these gates in par-
allel. Unlike the existing FTQC architecture, the STAR
architecture can dynamically prepare the ancilla states as
needed without any ancilla state factory. This capability
allows for parallel execution of rotation gates without in-
creasing qubit overhead. According to this observation,
we consider the following compile strategy in this study:

• Localizing as many interaction terms as possible in
terms of the Pauli operator,

• Performing multiple local interaction terms in par-
allel using small-angle rotation gates,

• Optimizing runtime overhead by fine-tuning patch
arrangements and lattice surgery operation sched-
ules.

We achieve the first objective by inserting fermionic
SWAP operations [46], which rearrange the JW transfor-
mation assignments to make subsets of interaction terms
local. Using the STAR architecture’s rotation gates, we
then perform multiple local interaction terms in paral-
lel. Proper patch arrangements are important to main-
tain the parallelism and avoid disruptions from the lattice
surgery routing. Additionally, we mitigate the overhead
of the state injection in the RUS protocol through par-
allel injection and adaptive injection region updating. In
the following, we will delve into each technical compo-
nent before consolidating these techniques to present the
final compilation results.

D. Fermionic SWAP insertion

To perform quantum many-body simulations on quan-
tum computers, we need to map fermions to qubit states
while preserving fermionic statistics. The typical ap-
proach for this mapping is the JW transformation. How-
ever, as seen in Eq. (9), this transformation generally
disrupts the locality of interaction terms. The fermionic
SWAP (fSWAP) operation [46] offers a solution by en-
abling all interaction terms in the Hamiltonian to be per-
formed locally at the cost of additional operations. The
basic idea of this method is simple: changing the JW
transformation mapping to position all interacting pairs
of spin orbits adjacently. The fSWAP operator acting on
the pair of spin orbits p, q is defined as follows,

fSWAPp,q = 1 + c†pcq + c†qcp − c†pcp − c†qcq. (12)
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This operator acts on the fermionic creation and annihi-
lation operators as

fSWAPp,qc
†
pfSWAP†

p,q = c†q, (13)

fSWAPp,qcpfSWAP†
p,q = cq, (14)

Therefore, the fSWAP operator interchanges two spin or-
bits while keeping Fermi statistics. In this study, we only
apply the adjacent fSWAP operation, namely q = p+ 1.
Using the JW transformation, we obtain a simple matrix
form of the adjacent fSWAP operator,

fSWAPp,p+1 =

1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 0 −1

 , (15)

which is just a sequence of the standard SWAP gate and
the CZ gate.

The key challenges lies in inserting the fSWAP gates
to achieve fully local interactions while minimizing time
overhead (circuit depth). Previous studies have discussed
this issue, and in this study, we employ the strategy
in Ref. [53]. We illustrate this with a 4 × 4 Hubbard
model, as depicted in Fig. 2. We consider two different
qubit orderings of the JW transformations, the union of
them covers all interaction terms (ordering (a) and (b)
in Fig. 2). We start with ordering (a), where half of the
hopping interactions can be performed locally since they
are already adjacent. After performing these adjacent
interactions, we perform fSWAP operations to transform
the current ordering into the other one (ordering (b) in
Fig. 2). According to Theorem 6 in Ref. [53], this trans-
formation requires N − 1 fSWAP layers for the N × N
Hubbard model. In Fig. 2 (d), we show the explicit
fSWAP operations needed to transform ordering (a) to
(b). Finally, we perform the remaining half of the hop-
ping interactions are in the same manner as in ordering
(a). The details of the lattice surgery implementation
will be discussed in Sec. III F.

E. Parallel RUS execution

Once hopping interactions become local, the STAR ar-
chitecture can easily execute them in parallel. In this
section, we will discuss the average number of RUS trials
required for parallel execution and its advantages over
the serial RUS execution. We will also cover strategies
to reduce the runtime overhead of the injection protocol,
assuming a basic understanding of lattice surgery (details
provided in Appendix A).

Let us consider the case where we performM indepen-
dent rotation gates in parallel. To estimate the average
number of RUS trials need to complete all M processes,
we first calculate the probability that the parallel RUS
execution finishes on the K-th RUS trial, PM

K , and then

calculate the expectation value of K. As derived in Ap-
pendix C, the expectation value of K behaves as,

⟨K⟩M =
∑

K KPM
K

=
∑

K K
[
(1− 2−K)M − (1− 2−K+1)M

]
.
(16)

One can easily verify that if M = 1, we can reproduce
⟨K⟩M=1 =

∑
K K/2K = 2. We plot ⟨K⟩M for different

M in Fig. 3. As you can see, the average number of RUS
trials behaves log-like for large M ; therefore, the parallel
execution is drastically faster than the serial one if the
injection protocol overhead is negligible.

In practice, however, the injection overhead can be sig-
nificant in some cases. Let us then discuss strategies to
reduce the injection overhead and maximize the benefits
of the parallelism. As discussed in Sec. II, the injec-
tion protocol is non-deterministic and can result in large
time overhead when it fails repeatedly. Moreover, longer
RUS protocols lead to larger rotation angles (for the K-
th trial, the rotation angle is 2K times larger than the
original), reducing the success rate since it depends on
the rotation angle via pideal. Fortunately, the injection
protocol uses only one logical patch to inject an ancilla
state |mθ⟩. This allows parallel execution if there are free
patches available to connect to the logical patch where
the rotation gate is to be performed. Figure 4 (left) shows
one such example. We can also pre-inject the ancilla state
needed for the next RUS trial in advance during the ZZ
measurement of the current RUS trial (see Fig. 1) using
available ancilla patches. This “space” parallelism expo-
nentially reduces the injection time overhead: if l free
ancilla patches are available, the failure rate improves
from Pfail to P l

fail. Furthermore, we can heap up the
injection protocol along the “time” direction, perform-
ing several trials of the injection within a single lattice
surgery clock cycle (see Fig. 4 (right)). This increases the
number of injection trials further. Considering “space”
and “time” parallelism strategies significantly minimizes
injection overhead until rotation gate is executed.

The remaining challenge is how to assign free ancilla
patches to the ongoing RUS processes. This assign-
ment needs to be dynamic, adjusting as new free an-
cilla patches become available. To achieve this, we intro-
duce the assignment algorithm based on a simple cluster-
growing method, as illustrated in Fig 5. This algorithm
evenly distributes free patches among ongoing RUS pro-
cesses. Thanks to this adaptive injection region updating
algorithm, we can suppress the worst-case runtime over-
head caused from the long-lasting RUS processes and
their low success rates owing to large rotation angles.
Since long-lasting RUS processes are rare, most RUS pro-
cesses in parallel execution will have already completed,
leaving many free ancilla patches available for assignment
to the remaining processes. As a result, massively par-
allelized state injection compensates for its low success
rate. Numerical simulations support this scenario, show-
ing that combining the parallel injection with the adap-
tive assignment algorithm effectively reduces the runtime
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FIG. 2. Summary of fSWAP strategy used in this study, demonstrated by a 4 × 4 Hubbard model. (a) and (b) show the
JW ordering considered in this study. We show only the up-spin components here, but the same orderings are also used in
down-spin components. The beginning and end of the ordering are marked by red circles. The union of these two orderings
covers all hopping interaction edges. (c) One-dimensional representation of the JW ordering from (a) and (b), with indices
inserted from (a) to visualize the movement of each qubit via the fSWAP operations. (d) Adjacent fSWAP operations required
to change the JW ordering from (a) to (b), with each layer performing fSWAP operations on pairs of qubits connected by
dashed lines. It takes three layers of fSWAP operations in this case.

FIG. 3. Average number of RUS trials for M parallel RUS
executions (blue line). The figure also shows the average trial
number of serial RUS execution and a fitting result for parallel
RUS execution. When M is large, the scaling of the parallel
RUS execution is well described by the log function.

overhead of parallel RUS execution.

F. Lattice surgery implementations

In this section, we summarize the lattice surgery imple-
mentations needed for the Trotter-based time evolution.
We begin by introducing a suitable logical patch arrange-
ment and then discuss lattice surgery implementations
for each component of the Trotter-based time evolution
operator of the 2D Hubbard model. The basic operations
of lattice surgery and logical Clifford gates used in this
section are summarized in Appendix A.

As mentioned in Sec. III C, the logical patch arrange-

FIG. 4. Example of parallel injection. (left) Example of
a free ancilla region that can be used for the parallel injec-
tion. We consider acting a rotation gate on the logical patch
|ψ⟩, while purple-shaded patches are already used in other
operations. In this case, four orange-shaded patches can be
used for the injection. The white patch cannot be used for
the injection because there is no path connecting the target
logical patch with this white patch. (right) Parallel injec-
tion along the time direction. During the ZZ measurement
in the RUS circuit, we perform state injection for the next
RUS trial on free patches in the injection region. Since the
injection trial can be performed in a shorter time than a sin-
gle lattice surgery clock, we can repeat the injection several
times (in this figure, three trials). If certain trials succeed, we
can immediately execute the next RUS trial.

ment is important to avoid unnecessary overhead from
routing lattice surgery operations. For our purpose,
the local interaction terms and the fSWAP operations
are nearest-neighbor two-qubit operations. Therefore,
a large routing region is unnecessary to perform these
lattice surgery operations. Additionally, the most com-
plicated part, the hopping interactions, are performed
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FIG. 5. Schematic description of the updating algorithm
for the injection region during parallel Z rotations involving
8 patches. (a) Initial injection region. Each RUS process
has a single injection patch (green) adjacent to the target
patch (gray). (b) After several RUS trials, 4 RUS processes
complete and the corresponding injection regions become free
(white patches). The updating algorithm then assigns these
free patches to the ongoing 4 RUS processes (numbered 1 – 4).
(c) To update the injection region for the ongoing processes,
the algorithm expands the region clusters until the cluster can
no longer grow, by adding adjacent free nodes step by step.
There are two types of boundaries in the cluster: isolated
(filled circles) and conflicted (open circles). A conflicted node
means that different two region clusters add it at the same
cluster-growing step. (d) Final result of the update algorithm.
Isolated nodes can be assigned immediately to the respective
injection region. The conflicted nodes should be assigned to a
smaller injection region (here, the size of the injection region
is defined as the number of patches in the region) to balance
the size of each injection region. As a result, each injection
region becomes size 2 in this example.

FIG. 6. Patch arrangement considered in this study. Gray
patches indicate logical data qubits. White patches in the
middle are used for lattice surgery routing or the ancilla state
injection.

independently for each spin component, suggesting that
dividing the logical patch arrangement into two regions
that can operate separately is beneficial. Considering
these requirements, we propose the logical patch arrange-
ment shown in Fig. 6. This set-up uses 2n logical patches
to allocate n logical data qubits. The logical data qubits
are arranged at the upper and lower sides, while the mid-
dle region is reserved for routing lattice surgery opera-
tions. Each logical data qubit has an adjacent ancilla
patch, allowing for single-qubit rotation gates on all logi-
cal qubits simultaneously. As discussed later, the upper-
side (lower-side) logical qubits mostly carry the spin up
(down) components, except for the execution of ZZ ro-
tation terms.

Next, let us discuss how to perform the time evolution
operator in lattice surgery term by term. We begin with
the implementation of the ZZ rotation terms, which are

FIG. 7. Initial assignment of logical information and execu-
tion of ZZ rotation terms. This figure shows only part of the
whole patch arrangement here. Spin-up and spin-down com-
ponents are placed on adjacent patches. ZZ rotation terms
are then executed in parallel. The representative RUS pro-
cess is indicated as a quoted area by a green solid line, and
its initial injection region consists of green-colored patches.

FIG. 8. Lattice surgery implementation of the ZZ rotation
gate. (a) The ancilla state |mθ⟩ is prepared on a free patch
(green patch). (b) To measure the ZZZ operator, the ancilla
state is expanded to a rectangular shape and merged with the
target two patches. (c) After splitting, the destructive logical
X measurement is performed on the ancilla patch. The whole
procedure takes 2 logical clocks.

part of the second term in Eq.(11). The Pauli ZZ opera-
tors in this term act on the spin-up and down components
on the same lattice site. To perform these ZZ rotations
locally, we assign the spin components to logical patches
as in Fig. 7. Figure 8 shows the actual lattice surgery op-
erations needed for ZZ interactions. Initially, each RUS

FIG. 9. Lattice surgery operation of moving patches. Filled
(hatched) patches carry spin-up (spin-down) components. (a)
After completing the ZZ rotation gates, patches are moved
to split spin-up and spin-down components. (b) Half of the
logical patches are moved to the middle region. This opera-
tion takes 2 lattice surgery clocks. (c) Then, Logical patches
in the middle region are moved to the upper or lower side,
depending on the spin components they carry. It takes 1 lat-
tice surgery clock. Therefore, the moving operation takes 3
logical clocks in total.
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FIG. 10. Example of the parallel XX + Y Y rotation. This
figure shows a subset of up-spin hopping interaction terms of
the 4× 4 Hubbard model (deep color part of the left figure),
but other parts can be performed in the same way. The ro-
tation gates are performed in two steps due to shared qubits:
horizontal interactions (magenta edges) and vertical interac-
tions (cyan edges). The minimum RUS process is highlighted
in the colored quoted area in the right figure. Free patches at
the beginning of the execution of the XX+Y Y rotation (e.g.
left-most white patches in the right figure) are assigned to the
neighboring RUS process to boost the injection protocol.

process has two patches for injection at first (Fig. 7). As
previously discussed, this initial injection region will be
dynamically updated by the assignment algorithm. The
execution time of the parallel ZZ rotation is denoted as
TRUS(V,ZZ) clocks. We define the average parallel RUS
execution clocks as TRUS(M,P ), where M and P are the
number of RUS processes performed in parallel and the
rotation basis Pauli operator, respectively, with V = N2.
After performing the ZZ rotations, we move on to the
more complicated operations: hopping interactions and
fSWAP operations. But before that, we rearrange the
logical patches to split the spin-up and down components
into the upper and lower rows of the logical patches, re-
spectively. This is necessary because the hopping terms
are confined to each spin component and can be per-
formed in parallel. This rearrangement is achieved by
moving the logical patches, as shown in Fig. 9 [54]. This
operation takes 3 clocks in total.

Next, let us move on to the lattice surgery implemen-
tation of the hopping interaction terms. We start by ar-
ranging the logical qubits in the first JW ordering, as
shown in Figure 2 (ordering (a)). This set-up allows
us to perform half of the hopping interactions via ad-
jacent XX + Y Y rotations. These interactions are fur-
ther divided into two parts to avoid overlaps, as shown
in Fig. 10. Each XX + Y Y rotation is performed us-
ing the circuit in Fig. 11, with its lattice surgery oper-
ation schematically represented in Fig. 12. The number
of XX + Y Y rotations performed at the same time is
N(N − 1) since each JW ordering contains 2N(N − 1)
local hopping terms, and they are divided into hori-
zontal and vertical. Therefore, the execution time of
the XX + Y Y rotations in the first JW ordering is:
2× (9 + TRUS(N(N − 1), ZZ) + TRUS(N(N − 1), Z)).
After completing the first half of the hopping terms,

we switch to the other JW ordering using fSWAP oper-
ations. The logical fSWAP operation is realized through

• H
RZZ(θ)

RZ(θ) H •

FIG. 11. Circuit to implement XX + Y Y rotation gate
with a rotation angle θ. This circuit can be derived by the
simultaneous diagonalization of XX and Y Y basis [16] or
an equivalent transformation from the standard XX + Y Y
rotation circuit.

FIG. 12. Lattice surgery operations of the XX + Y Y rota-
tion gate. Figures (a)-(g) are arranged by the order of lattice
surgery operations. The logical CNOT gate and the logical
Hadamard gate are detailed in Appendix A. (a) Initial config-
uration of the logical patches. (b) First logical CNOT opera-
tion by using the red quoted area. (c) First logical Hadamard
gate. The logical patch that moved to the adjacent patch
during the patch rotation does not need to move back to the
original position. Therefore, this logical Hadamard gate is
performed in 2 lattice surgery clocks. (d) The RUS execution
of the ZZ rotation gate. The initial injection region is shown
as the green area. (e) The RUS execution of the single Z ro-
tation gate. (f) Second logical Hadamard gate. Similarly to
the first logical Hadamard gate, it takes only 2 lattice surgery
clocks. (g) Second logical CNOT gate. This operation takes 3
clocks due to the patch moving to the starting position. The
entire operation takes 9+TRUS(M,ZZ)+TRUS(M

′, Z) lattice
surgery clocks in total.

lattice surgery operations in Fig. 13. We perform this
logical fSWAP operation layer N−1 times for the N×N
Hubbard model. The logical fSWAP operation takes 7
clocks, and therefore, the fSWAP layer between two JW
orderings takes 7(N − 1) clocks in total. Then, the re-
maining half of the hopping terms is performed similarly
to the first JW ordering, taking 2 × (9 + TRUS(N(N −
1), ZZ) + TRUS(N(N − 1), Z)) clocks.
Finally, let us estimate the execution time of the

second-order Trotter time evolution. The order of the
operations to perform the second-order Trotter time evo-
lution is summarized in Fig. 14. Gathering the execution
clocks of all the components, we obtain

TTrotter = 7TRUS(V −N,Z) + 7TRUS(V −N,ZZ)
+2TRUS(V,ZZ) + 14N + 55.

(17)
The first two terms are derived from the RUS of XX +
Y Y rotation gates. Since the two XX+Y Y rotation lay-
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FIG. 13. Lattice surgery implementation of the fSWAP
gate. We perform the fSWAP gate by the sequence of the
SWAP gate and the CZ gate. (a) - (c) SWAP operation
between patches A and B. (d) - (g) Logical CZ operation
between patches A and B. (d) First, an ancilla patch is ini-
tialized to |+⟩ state, then the ZZ measurement is performed
between patch A and the ancilla patch. (e) Then, the logical
Hadamard gate acts on the ancilla patch. When the patch
rotates, the ancilla patch moves to the adjacent position. (f)
The ancilla patch and patch B are measured by the ZZ op-
erator. (g) Finally, the ancilla patch is measured by the X
operator destructively. In total, the fSWAP gate takes 7 lat-
tice surgery clocks.

FIG. 14. Order of operations in the Trotter time evolution
for the 4×4 Hubbard model. Interaction terms are performed
in the order from (a) to (c). Spin-up components are shown
as filled circles, and spin-down components as hatched circles.
This figure illustrates the first half of the second-order Trotter
formula. The inverse order operations follow after operation
(c). (a) Inter-spin ZZ rotation terms, followed by the patch
moving layer. (b) Neighboring XX + Y Y rotation terms in
the first JW ordering. As discussed before, interactions are
divided into two subsets (magenta and cyan edges). After this
operation, we perform fSWAP layers to move on to the second
JW ordering. (c) XX+Y Y rotation terms in the second JW
ordering.

ers in the middle of the second-order Trotter formula can
be merged into a single XX + Y Y rotation layer, their
coefficients become 7 instead of 8. By applying TTrotter
with an appropriate estimation of TRUS(M,P ), we can es-
timate the runtime of quantum algorithms using the time
evolution operator in the STAR architecture. In Sec. IV,
we demonstrate the application to the quantum phase
estimation algorithm and discuss the required resource
in detail. Before delving into the resource estimation, we

discuss how to estimate TRUS(M,P ) in the remainder of
this section.

G. Estimation of TRUS(M,P )

As discussed before, to estimate TRUS(M,P ), we con-
sider the QEC parameters such as the physical error rate,
the configuration of parallel RUS executions, and how the
updating of the injection region during the execution.
Therefore, in general, TRUS(M,P ) should be estimated
by numerical simulations. In this study, we perform a
two-step numerical simulation to estimate TRUS(M,P ):
the ancilla state injection and the parallel RUS execution.
The former simulates the success rate of the injection
protocol under the circuit-level noise model with a phys-
ical error probability pphys. This simulation uses a stabi-
lizer formalism, and we employ Stim [55] as the backend.
Next, we simulate the parallel RUS execution and the
adaptive assignment algorithm based on the given injec-
tion success rate and the RUS configuration.
As a benchmark, We simulate 32 parallel small-angle Z

rotations. The logical patch arrangement follows Fig. 6,
and the initial injection region consists of a single adja-
cent patch for each RUS process, similar to Fig. 5 (a).
We compare execution times with a fixed injection re-
gion (naive) versus the space-time parallel injection tech-
nique combined with the adaptive region updating (adap-
tive). We run 103 simulations for each case under two
parameter sets: one corresponding to a low success rate
(pphys = 10−3 and d = 16) and the other one correspond-
ing to a high success rate (pphys = 10−4 and d = 8). The
resultant histograms of these simulations are displayed in
Fig. 15.
First, let us discuss the numerical results using the

low success rate set-up shown in Fig. 15 (left). The long-
lasting RUS processes, hindered by the low injection suc-
cess rate, significantly degrade the performance of par-
allel execution. This is evident from the blue histogram
in Fig. 15 (left), which shows a long tail and an average
runtime of about 161 clocks. The majority of this time,
almost 95%, is consumed by the injection process, as the
average RUS step count is less than 10 when M = 32,
as shown in Fig. 3, and the ZZ measurement in the gate
teleportation circuit takes only 1 clock. Conversely, the
parallel injection protocol and adaptive assignment algo-
rithm significantly reduce this overhead, as shown by the
orange histogram in Fig. 15 (left). The average runtime
drops to about 27 clocks, achieving an 83% reduction in
execution time. This result confirms that parallel injec-
tion suppresses the injection overhead, while the adap-
tive assignment algorithm mitigates the overhead from
the long-lasting RUS protocol. The very short tail in
the orange histogram highlights the effectiveness of this
cancellation, indicating that our adaptive parallel RUS
execution is highly effective is scenarios with low injec-
tion rates.
For the high success rate set-up, the naive implemen-
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tation faces fewer issues since injection trials rarely fail.
However, our parallel injection and adaptive assignment
algorithm improves the entire performance, as shown in
the orange histogram in Fig. 15 (right). While the par-
allel injection does improve the success rate, the primary
benefit comes from “pre-injection” for the next RUS trial
during the ZZ measurement of the current RUS trial, as
illustrated in Fig. 4 (right). With injections almost al-
ways succeeding within 1 clock, this pre-injection tech-
nique hides the injection overhead of subsequent RUS
trials. As a result, the average clock approaches the theo-
retical lower-bound value ofM = 32 (shown in Fig. 3). In
summary, our parallel injection and adaptive assignment
algorithm is valuable across a wide range of scenarios, for
both low and high injection success rates.

If precise estimation of TRUS(M,P ) is not essential,
numerical simulations may not be the most efficient ap-
proach. Instead, one can use ⟨K⟩M values shown in Fig. 3
together with some assumptions about injection runtime.
The assumed injection clock should be an upper bound
of the actual injection runtime. For example, if the phys-
ical error rate is as low as pphys = 10−4, it is reasonable
to assume that injection succeeds within 1 clock, a fact
supported by the numerical verification in the resource
estimation section (Sec. IV). Using this assumption, one
can roughly estimate the average runtime of parallel Z
rotations as follows,

TRUS(M,P ) ≈ ⟨K⟩M · {(1 clock for injection)
+(1 clock for Z ⊗ P measurement)} .

(18)
By combining reasonable assumptions for the injection
and Eqs. (17) and (18), one can easily estimate the exe-
cution time of Trotter-based algorithms using the STAR
architecture.

H. Comparison with the serial compilation strategy

Finally, let us compare our compilation result with a
more standard approach in FTQC [56]. In this standard
compilation, the Clifford operations are absorbed into
the rotation gates and Pauli measurements [32], allowing
any quantum circuit to be executed using multi-qubit
Pauli rotation gates and measurements. Parallel exe-
cution of these multi-qubit Pauli rotations is generally
challenging, so the rotation gates are executed sequen-
tially (this compilation method is referred to as serial
compilation). We discuss the details of this compilation
method in Appendix F. Figure 16 shows the runtime of
the second-order Trotter formula by using both parallel
and serial compilations. The TRUS(M,P ) in the parallel
compilation is estimated based on parameters discussed
in Sec. IV. As a result, we can achieve a significant reduc-
tion in runtime, ranging from 86% to 97% in this set-up.

IV. APPLICATION OF THE COMPILATION
RESULT

In this section, we demonstrate how to apply our com-
pilation results to possible early-FTQC tasks, specifically
the QPE algorithm. First, we introduce the QPE algo-
rithm used in this study and estimate the resource re-
quirements for the QPE of the 2D Hubbard model using
our compilation results. While our estimation relies on
empirical parameters from previous studies, we expect
that the order of the estimated values does not change
drastically. This demonstration will be useful for readers
looking to estimate the resource requirements of certain
algorithms within the STAR architecture.

A. QPE algorithm for early-FTQC

Focusing on early-FTQC devices, we employ a recently
proposed QPE algorithm [21] designed for such devices,
rather than traditional textbook wisdom [57]. This algo-
rithm relies on the Hadamard test, as shown in Fig. 17.
The Hadamard test circuit requires only a single ancilla
qubit, making it suitable for early-FTQC devices. To
execute this circuit, we need to perform controlled time
evolution operator. The anclla state in Fig. 17 is placed
next to the routing region (Fig. 18). In Appendix D, we
discuss its implementation using our compilation results
discussed above. By sampling and properly averaging
the measurement results, we can extract the expectation
value of the time evolution operator:

⟨ψ| e−itH |ψ⟩ =
∑
i

pie
−iEit, (19)

where |ψ⟩ =
∑

i ai |Ei⟩ is an input state, |Ei⟩ is the i-
th eigenstate of the Hamiltonian, and pi = |ai|2. As
observed, this expectation value is a sum of the expo-
nential factors of different eigenstates, allowing us to ex-
tract energy eigenvalues from its time dependence using
classical signal processing. In this study, we employ the
quantum complex exponential least squares (QCELS) al-
gorithm [21] to achieve this. This algorithm is preferable
since it requires relatively lower circuit depth compared
to other algorithms [21]. We cite the main algorithm of
the QCELS algorithm and the statement of its compu-
tational complexity as Algorithm 1 and Theorem 2 in
Appendix E. The following resource estimation is based
on these elements.

B. Resource estimation

Now we are ready to discuss the resource estimation
details. First, we summarize some assumptions and pa-
rameter settings, such as the target precision. Based on
these settings, we derive the required number of Trotter
steps in the QCELS algorithm. By combining these re-
sults with our compilation results, we determine the code
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FIG. 15. Histograms of the total RUS steps to finish 32 parallel RUS processes. The horizontal axis shows the runtime taken to
complete all RUS processes in the unit of lattice surgery clock, while the vertical axis shows the event counts. We also indicate
the average runtime assuming that the injection succeeds with a single lattice surgery clock. (left) Case of the physical error
probability pphys = 10−3. (right) Case of the physical error probability pphys = 10−4.

FIG. 16. Comparison with the serial compilation result. The
horizontal axis indicates the system size 2V = 2M2 for the
M×M Hubbard model. Blue circles (orange crosses) indicate
the runtime of a single Trotter step with the serial (parallel)
compilation strategy.

|+⟩ • W MX

|ψ⟩ e−iHt/2 eiHt/2

FIG. 17. Hadamard test circuit. We set W = I (W = S†) to
calculate Re ⟨ψ| e−iHt |ψ⟩ (Im ⟨ψ| e−iHt |ψ⟩).

distance. After verifying this code distance through nu-
merical simulations, we estimate the execution time and
the number of physical qubits needed.

We consider the ground state energy estimation with a
certain precision ϵtarg, E0+ϵtarg, of theM×M Hubbard
model (M = 4, 6, 8, 10). The target precision of the QPE
is set to ϵtarg = 0.01. This choice is commonly used in
previous studies [15, 45]. Two algorithmic errors affect

FIG. 18. Patch arrangement in the QPE algorithm. We show
only a part of the entire patch arrangement. The blue patch
denotes the ancilla qubit for the Hadamard test circuit.

the final estimation: the Trotter error ϵTrotter and the
estimation error of the QCELS, ϵQCELS. In the worst
case, their linear combination contributes to the error of
the final result, so they should satisfy:

ϵQCELS + ϵTrotter ≤ ϵtarg. (20)

As seen in Theorem 2, the QCELS algorithm assumes the
target phase is in [−π, π), so we normalize the Hamilto-
nian as follows,

H̃ ≡ π

λ
H, λ ≡ ||H||1, (21)

where ||H||1 =
∑

j |cj | is the sum of absolute values of

the coefficients in the Hamiltonian (see Eq.(3)), usually
referred to as the 1-norm of the Hamiltonian. Therefore,
the terms in Eq.(20) are replaced as follows,

ϵ̃QCELS + ϵ̃Trotter ≤ ϵ̃targ, (22)

where tilde denotes that it is normalized by the factor of
π/λ. The λ values can be estimated for each M × M
Hubbard model and listed in Tab. I. The QCELS al-
gorithm parameters are determined by the statement of
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4× 4 6× 6 8× 8 10× 10

λ 64 156 288 460

TABLE I. λ of our Hamiltonian.

Theorem 2 in Ref. [21]: J = ⌈log2(1/ϵ̃QCELS)⌉ + 1, τj =

2j−J δ
Nϵ̃QCELS

,∀1 ≤ j ≤ J . The choice of δ is somewhat

empirical. Theoretically, δ is chosen as δ = Θ(
√
1− p0),

where p0 is the overlap factor between the input state
and the ground state. However, numerical simulations in
Ref. [21] indicate that δ can be smaller than the theoret-
ical prospect, namely δ ≈ 0.06 with p0 = 0.8 (note that√
1− 0.8 ≈ 0.45). We optimistically use this value in our

estimation. We set the number of data pairs N = 5 and
the number of samples to Ns = 100. This choice is con-
sistent with the numerical simulations shown in Ref. [21].
This parameter setting aligns with the leading behavior
(except for the polylog factor) of the statement of Theo-
rem 2 as NNs ≈ 1/δ2.
Next, let us discuss ϵ̃Trotter. In this estimation, we

employ the second-order Trotter decomposition. We split
each τj/2 (j = 1, 2, . . . , J) into Nj Trotter steps (note
that the factor of 2 comes from the Hadamard circuit in
Fig. 17), ∆τj = τj/2Nj . From Eq.(6), ∆τj must satisfies,

W̃∆τ2j ≤ ϵ̃Trotter, (23)

and therefore Nj should satisfies,

Nj ≥
τj
2

√
W̃

ϵ̃Trotter
, (24)

where W̃ is a rescaled Trotter error norm defined as
W̃ = (π/λ)3 ·W . The W̃ value should be estimated to
determine Nj . We use the W value provided in Ref. [45]
in our estimation and re-scale it (although details of the
set-up are different from Ref. [45], we expect that the
value of W is similar).
By combining Eqs. (E4), (E5), and (24), the total

number of Trotter steps is derived as follows:

Ntotal =

J∑
j=1

(N − 1)Ns2
j−J(ϵ̃QCELS)−1δ

ϵ̃QCELS

√
W̃

ϵ̃Trotter
. (25)

We can minimizeNtotal by optimizing ϵ̃QCELS and ϵ̃Trotter
under the condition of Eq.(22). Using the optimization
results, we can calculate the maximal number of Trotter
steps needed for a single Hadamard test circuit, Nmax =

N · NJ = δ
2ϵ̃QCELS

√
W̃

ϵ̃Trotter
. These values are listed in

Tab. II.
From this, we determine the required code distance in

two steps: (i) we estimate the total number of logical op-
erations, Nop, fromNmax and TTrotter (Eq.(17)), and then
(ii) determine the code distance that satisfies plogical(d) ·
Nop(d) < ϵlogerr, where plogical is the logical error rate per
single logical operation, and ϵlogerr is the required logical

4× 4 6× 6 8× 8 10× 10

Ntotal [Trotter step] 2717609 4040743 5399835 6830416

Nmax [Trotter step] 3397 5051 6750 8538

TABLE II. Resultant Ntotal and Nmax by the minimization of
Eq.(25).

error rate in a single circuit run. In the following esti-

mation, we employ plogical = 0.1d(100pphys)
d+1
2 with the

physical error rate pphys = 10−4, while ϵlogerr is set to
0.01 [32]. The Nop depends on the code distance d via
the success rate of the ancilla state injection in the RUS
process. As discussed in Sec. III, the success rate and
average execution time of RUS should be estimated nu-
merically for precise results. However, because running
numerous simulations for various code distances is inef-
ficient, we first assume that the injection finishes within
1 clock, and roughly determine the code distance. The
assumption is expected to closely match the actual sce-
nario, given the physical error rate pphys = 10−4. After
determining the code distance, we numerically simulate
the parallel RUS execution. If the numerical runtime
is smaller than the rough estimation, the chosen code
distance is sufficient. The detemined code distance and
estimated runtime per Trotter step are summarized in
Tabs. III and IV, respectively.
Once the code distance and average RUS execution

time are determined, we can estimate the total execution
time in seconds, assuming each code cycle (= syndrome
measurement) takes 1 µs [32]. To make our estimation
more precise, we also account for the PEC overhead to
compensate for the logical errors from the injection. By
combining the second-order Trotter formula of Eq. (7)
and the PEC overhead formulae of Eqs.(1) and (2), we
calculate the sampling overhead of the Hadamard test
with time evolution τ as

Cτ ≈ e4αRUSπτpphys . (26)

We estimate the overhead of Eq.(26) for all Hadamard
test circuits with {τ = τjn/2 | j = 1, . . . J, n =
0, 1, . . . , N − 1} and include them in the total runtime
estimation. The number of physical qubits is estimated
as 2d2 for each surface code patch. Since our patch ar-
rangement needs 4M2 + 1 logical patches for M × M
Hubbard model simulation (+1 comes from the ancilla
qubit of the Hadamard test circuit), the total number
of physical qubits is given as (4M2 + 1) × 2d2 for the
M ×M Hubbard model. These results are summarized
in Tab. V. In Fig. 19, we compare our total runtime esti-
mation with that of a classical computer using the tensor
network algorithm [15]. Although the boundary condi-
tions in the classical set-up in Ref. [15] differ from ours,
we expect the runtime order to be similar. Our rough es-
timation indicates the possibility for quantum speedup in
the 8× 8 Hubbard model simulation, even with 6.5× 104

physical qubits. We also see the potential in the 6 × 6
Hubbard model, although this is less certain owing to the
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4× 4 6× 6 8× 8 10× 10

d 9 11 11 11

|Qi| [3, 3, 3] (k = 3) [2, 2, 2, 2, 3] (k = 5) [2, 2, 2, 2, 3] (k = 5) [2, 2, 2, 2, 3] (k = 5)

TABLE III. Verified code distance and parameter of the injection protocol.

4× 4 6× 6 8× 8 10× 10

TTrotter [clock] 248.355 307.51 359.51 404.25

TABLE IV. Average clock per Trotter step derived from nu-
merical simulations.

overhead of state preparation in the QPE, which we did
not consider in our estimation. For the 4 × 4 Hubbard
model the runtime is slower than the classical algorithm,
but it completes in about two hours and requires only
about 104 physical qubits. This set-up is valuable for the
early-FTQC era to directly compare quantum and classi-
cal algorithm results, verifying the quantum computer’s
accuracy. Given the recent progress in quantum comput-
ing hardware, such verification is expected to be possible
in the near future. This result indicates that our architec-
ture can serve as a good testbed for achieving quantum
speedup in meaningful tasks during the early-FTQC era.

Finally, we discuss the possibility for runtime reduc-
tion. The total runtime presented assumes that a single
quantum computer with over 104 physical qubits runs
all the necessary Hadamard test circuits in series. How-
ever, since these circuit runs are independent, we can
easily reduce the total runtime by running them in par-
allel using multiple quantum computers. For example, if
we employ 10 independent quantum computers, the pos-
sible total runtime is represented by the blue points in
Figure 19. The maximum runtime shown in Tab. V rep-
resents the theoretical lower bound achievable through
a parallel sampling. Generally, once a quantum device
with order of 104 physical qubits is available, produc-
ing 10 such devices seems much easier than developing a
single device with 105 physical qubits that operates co-
herently. Typical FTQC algorithms require more phys-
ical qubits to operate coherently to reduce runtime by
increasing distillation blocks. Therefore, achieving quan-
tum speedup based on our proposed parallel sampling
approach is promising, even from the perspective of de-
vice development.

V. SUMMARY

In this paper, we focus on simulating the 2D Hubbard
model and discuss how to effciently perform its time evo-
lution operator on the STAR architecture. We use the
fSWAP gate to localize interaction terms, enabling paral-
lel execution of local rotation gates. To reduce the over-
head from ancilla state injection, we combine two strate-
gies: space-time parallel injection and adaptive updating

4× 4 6× 6 8× 8 10× 10

total runtime [sec] 7158.25 18313.99 35246.92 63219.87

max runtime [sec] 7.59 17.09 26.69 37.97

Nqubit 10530 35090 62194 97042

TABLE V. Estimated runtime of the QPE algorithm, and the
required number of physical qubits with pphys = 10−4. Total
runtime includes all sampling runtimes of the Hadamard test
circuit accounting for the QEM overhead. Max runtime refers
to the maximum runtime of the single run of the Hadamard
test circuit, as estimated by Nmax in Tab. II.

FIG. 19. Comparison of total runtime for the QPE algorithm
with that for classical tensor network (TN) calculations. The
horizontal axis indicates the system size 2V = 2M2 for the
M ×M Hubbard model. Green plot shows the runtime of the
classical algorithm estimated in Ref. [15]. Blue plot displays
the possible total runtime using 10 independent quantum de-
vices in our calculation.

of the injection region. These approaches result in over
an 80% reduction in the execution time against the naive
serial rotation gate scheme, especially when the injec-
tion success rate is low. Using the compilation results
of the time evolution operator, we estimate the resource
requirements for the QPE algorithm designed for early-
FTQC devices. Our rough estimation indicates that we
can achieve over 103 times quantum speedup for simu-
lating the 8× 8 Hubbard model using 6.5× 104 physical
qubits with pphys = 10−4. This is encouraging, as it sug-
gests that realizing quantum speedup for practical tasks
may happen sooner than previously expected, thanks to
the STAR architecture.

Finally, we comment on some topics we do not address
in this paper. (i) Other possible applications of the com-
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pilation result: The compilation result we obtained is
a simple time evolution operator, which can be applied
to several tasks beyond the QPE. For example, the con-
trolled time evolution operator can be used for the imag-
inary time evolution [58], which is essential for probing
the systems’s finite-temperature structure and increasing
the ground state overlap. In addition, we can estimate
the runtime for variational ansatzes with similar struc-
tures, such as the variational Hamiltonian ansatz (VHA)
of the 2D Hubbard model. Combining the VHA with
the local variational quantum compiling (LVQC) [59, 60]
can further reduce the circuit depth. Additionally, the
runtime for the quantum-selected configuration interac-
tion (QSCI) algorithm [61] can be estimated by treating
the variational ansatz as the adiabatic state preparation
circuit. (ii) Compilation of other systems: While this pa-
per focuses on the 2D Hubbard model Hamiltonian, our
compilation strategy can be applied to other systems. An
important class of Hamiltonian is provided as [62],

H =
∑
p,q

Tpqc
†
pcq +

∑
p

Upnp +
∑
p ̸=q

Vpqnpnq. (27)

This Hamiltonian contains a range of physical systems,
such as molecules with a discretized space cell and crys-
talline solids using the plane wave basis [62]. Using the
fSWAP network, we can achieve the Trotter decomposi-
tion of the time evolution of Eq.(27) with a linear-depth
circuit [46]. Our parallel RUS execution technique fur-
ther allows for the parallel execution of rotation gates

e−iTpq(c
†
pcq+c†qcp)∆τ and e−iVpqnpnq∆τ that appear for each

fSWAP layer. (iii) Combining other QEC codes: Our in-
jection protocol can be applied to any CSS code beyond
the surface code, offering room for improvement in the
choice of the QEC code. Successfully integrating recently
proposed QLDPC code families into our framework could
reduce resource requirements further. While this would
require changes in the compilation, the basic strategy re-
mains the same: parallel RUS execution with efficient
suppression of the injection overhead.

We hope that our results stimulate discussions about
applications in the early-FTQC era and accelerate the
realization of practical quantum advantages.

NOTE ADDED: After completing the manuscript, we
received a private communication from the authors of
Ref [15]. They claimed that, assuming p = 10−4 in
their estimation, the one-level distillation protocol be-
comes sufficient and the total number of physical qubits
becomes less than 105, which might lead to better or
comparable performance than our framework. This is
related to the observation that qubitization approach is
significantly outperforms the Trotter approach for the
phase estimation of 2D Hubbard model, as shown in
Ref. [15]. However, if considering tasks where the Trotter
approach performs comparably or better than qubitiza-
tion approach, such as Hamiltonian simulations [63], our
framework will offer substantially greater reductions in

FIG. 20. Rotated surface code with code distance d = 5.
White and black circles represent physical qubits used for
encoding and measurement, respectively. X (Z) stabilizer
operators are shown as orange (blue) faces. Representative
logical X (Z) operators are given in orange (blue) solid lines
on the boundary.

spacetime resources compared to full-fledged FTQC. Fur-
ther exploration should be needed to understand when
and how our approach provides advantage against Clif-
ford + T approach.
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Appendix A: Surface code and Lattice surgery

In this section, we summarize the basics of the rotated
surface code and lattice surgery used in this study.

1. Definition of the rotated surface code

Fig. 20 illustrates the rotated planar surface code. This
code is defined on physical qubits arranged in a d × d
lattice (represented by white circles in Fig. 20). The sta-
bilizer operators are defined on the faces of the lattice
(shown as orange and blue faces in Fig. 20). The mea-
surement circuit of the stabilizer operator and the order
of the CNOT operation are provided in Fig. 21, with an-
cilla qubits used in the measurement circuit depicted as
black dots in Fig. 20). Logical operators are defined on
the lattice boundary, indicated by orange and blue solid
lines. The minimal length of the logical operator matches
the side length of the lattice, making the code distance
d.
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FIG. 21. Syndrome measurement circuits. (Upper) X syn-
drome measurement circuit, with the order of CNOT oper-
ations represented by circled numbers on the left-hand side.
(Lower) Z syndrome measurement circuit.

2. Surface code lattice surgery

The surface code inherently supports logical transver-
sal CNOT gates owing to its CSS code strcture. How-
ever, in practical scenarios where entangling gates are
limited to certain pairs of physical qubits, such as the
2D nearest-neighbor connectivity in superconducting de-
vices, transversal CNOT gates are not feasible. The
clever way to perform logical FT gates in such a re-
stricted scenario is known as lattice surgery [10, 32]. Lat-
tice surgery requires only the measurement of local sta-
bilizer operators, which can easily be achieved even with
restricted connectivity.

The fundamental lattice surgery operations include
patch merging, patch splitting, and patch deformation.
By combining these fundamental operations with addi-
tional specific techniques for certain logical gates, we can
perform all logical Clifford gates fault-tolerantly. Below,
we introduce how to perform H,CNOT, S gate in this
study.

a. Hadamard gate

For the rotated surface code, the logical Hadamard
gate can be performed transversally. However, applying
the transversal Hadamard gate rotates the patch surface
by 90 degrees (Fig. 22 (a)). To change the patch direction
to its original one, we first deform the patch into a rect-
angular shape with a modified boundary (Fig. 22 (b)).
Then, we adjust the boundary and shrink the rectangu-
lar patch into a square shape (Fig. 22 (c)-(e)). Although
this procedure brings the patch almost back to its original
position, it slightly differs by two lines of physical qubits
(not shown in Fig. 22). To remedy this small shift, we use
the “patch sliding” technique [64]. The total execution
time for this operation is 3d+2 code cycles = 3 clocks (In
the following, we ignore the small constant-time opera-

FIG. 22. Logical Hadamard gate using lattice surgery.

|c⟩
MZZ

|+⟩
MXX

MZ

|t⟩

FIG. 23. Logical CNOT gate circuit using an ancilla qubit
and P ⊗ P (P = X,Z) measurements. |c⟩ and |t⟩ indicate
control and target qubits in the logical CNOT operation.

tions in the count of the lattice surgery clock). In certain
cases, we do not need the patch to return to the initial
position. Thus, the runtime decreases to 2 clocks.

b. CNOT and CZ gate

The CNOT gate is decomposed into sequential Pauli
measurements using an ancilla state initialized to |+⟩ as
shown in Fig. 23. The P ⊗ P (P = Z,X) measurements
can be performed by the combination of patch merging
and patch splitting. The lattice surgery operations are
schematically shown in Fig. 24 The total execution time
is 3d code cycles = 3 clocks (note that if we can ignore
the final moving operation, it finishes with 2d code cycles
= 2 clocks).

The CZ gate is constructed using both the CNOT gate
and the Hadamard gate. The CZ gate circuit and its
lattice surgery implementation are depicted in Figs. 25
and 26. The total execution time is 4 clocks.

FIG. 24. Logical CNOT gate using lattice surgery. (a) An
ancilla state is initialized to |+⟩, and then the first ZZ mea-
surement is performed. (b) XX measurement between the
ancilla state and |T ⟩. (c) The destructive logical Z measure-
ment is performed on the ancilla state. (d) Moving |T ⟩ to the
initial position.
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|c⟩
MZZ

|+⟩ H
MZZ

MX

|t⟩

FIG. 25. Logical CZ gate circuit. This circuit can be obtained
by combining the logical CNOT gate circuit shown in Fig. 23
and the logical Hadamard gate. Note that |c⟩ and |t⟩ are
interchangeable.

FIG. 26. Logical CZ gate using lattice surgery. (a) An ancilla
state is initialized to |+⟩, and then the first ZZ measurement
is performed. (b) After the ZZ measurement, the transver-
sal H gate is applied on the ancilla state. Using the orange
region, the patch rotation as well as patch moving is per-
formed. (c) The second ZZ measurement is performed. (d)
The destructive logical X measurement on the ancilla patch
is performed.

c. Multi-target CNOT and multi-target CZ gate

In this study, we also use the multi-target CNOT and
CZ gates to realize the controlled time-evolution oper-
ator. Using lattice surgery, multi-target CNOT gates
can be executed without decomposing it to the multi-
ple single-target CNOT gates [56]. For a detailed ex-
ample, see Fig. 27 where the multi-target CNOT oper-
ation takes a total of 8 clocks. Our compilation applies
the multi-target CNOT only to a certain spin component
(e.g. spin-down) as shown in Eq.(D6). By adopting the
patch arrangement discussed in Sec. III F, we can reduce
the runtime to 5 clocks, as shown in Fig. 28. This reduc-
tion assumes an initial division of spin-up and spin-down
components into upper and lower rows, which introduces
an additional patch moving overhead of 3 clocks at the
beginning and end of the entire Trotter time evolution.
This slightly differs from our discussion in Sec. III F (see
Fig. 7). Similarly to the cancellation of the multi-target
CNOT gate, these patch-moving operations also cancel
with each other between the Trotter steps.

The multi-target CZ gate operates similarly but in-
cludes additional H operations on target patches. For-
tunately, the H operation is immideate (counted as 0
clock) and automatically rotates the patch, eliminating
the need for operations (b) and (f) in Fig. 27, and the
runtime becomes just 2 clocks. In the main text, since we
need to perform multi-target CZ operations on both up
and down spin components, the total runtime is 2×2 = 4
clocks.

FIG. 27. Multi-target logical CNOT operation using lat-
tice surgery. (a) Initial configuration with logical patches
arranged as Fig. 6. We pick up the part of it in this fig-
ure. The lower-right patch is the control logical qubit, and
the other four patches are the CNOT operation targets. (b)
First, we rotate the target patches. (c) Then, we prepare
logical |+⟩ in the ancilla regions (red patches) and perform
logical ZZ measurements. These measurement results enable
us to reproduce the parity between the control qubit and each
ancilla patch. (d) After the ZZ measurements, we perform
XX measurements between the ancilla patches and the tar-
get patches. (e) Then, the ancilla patches are measured on
a Z basis. Using the measurement results, appropriate Pauli
corrections are applied (in practice it can be traced by soft-
ware.) (f) The target patches are rotated again. In total,
these sequences take 8 clocks.

FIG. 28. Runtime reduction in the multi-target CNOT gate
using available ancilla region. (a) Patch rotations and ZZ
measurements can be performed at the same time. (b) XX
measurements. (c) Destructive Z measurements and patch
rotations. The runtime decreases to 5 clocks in total.

d. S gate

The implementation of the S gate on the rotated pla-
nar surface code is notably complex since the surface code
is not self-dual. Traditionally, the S gate has been real-
ized through the gate teleportation using a special re-
source state (the eigenstate of the Pauli Y operator) [9]
or by performing a logical Y basis measurement using a
rectangular-shaped patch [32]. Recently, a new method
has been proposed for the fault-tolerant Y basis mea-
surement within a single rotated planar surface code
patch [65]. This Y basis measurement enables us to
perform S gate with minimal space overhead (only two
patches) as shown in the quantum circuit in Fig. 29. We
employ this efficient method for the S gate implementa-
tion. The total execution time is d + d/2 code cycles =
1.5 clocks, as schematcally shown in Fig. 30.
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|ψ⟩
MZZ

Z S |ψ⟩

|+⟩ MY

FIG. 29. Logical S gate circuit using the in-place Y measure-
ment. MZZ is performed using the standard merging-splitting
operation. The destructive Y measurement MY is performed
by the technique proposed in Ref. [65]. Since MZZ and MY

takes d and d/2 code cycles for each, this circuit takes d+d/2
code cycles = 1.5 clocks in total.

FIG. 30. Lattice surgery operations in logical S gate (circuit
of Fig. 29). Only one additional patch is required. (a) The
logical ZZ measurement between the target patch and the
ancilla patch is performed. (b) The in-place Y basis measure-
ment on the ancilla patch is performed. This operation can be
performed within ⌊d/2⌋ clocks [65]. (c) Final configuration.

Appendix B: Small-angle analog rotation gates

In this section, we discuss the implementation of the
analog rotation gate. We first introduce the RUS pro-
tocol and then discuss the ancilla state injection proto-
col [35], which is suitable for the small-angle rotation
gates.

Instead of using Clifford + T decomposition, the STAR
architecture directly performs the analog rotation gate
by consuming a resource state, |mθ⟩ ≡ RZ(θ) |+⟩ =
1√
2
(e−iθ |0⟩ + e+iθ |1⟩), where the angle θ is assumed to

be small. As shown in Fig. 1, the circuit for the analog
rotation gate produces different output states depend-
ing on the measurement result in the ZZ basis. If the
measured value is +1 (−1), the output state is RZ(θ) |ψ⟩
(RZ(−θ) |ψ⟩). If we obtain RZ(−θ) |ψ⟩, we perform the
same circuit with updated angle θ′ = 2θ to compensate
for the wrong rotation angle −θ. The second circuit run
is also probabilistic, so we repeat this procedure until
obtaining the desired state RZ(θ) |ψ⟩. The protocol is
called the RUS protocol [16, 31, 47]. Each run of the cir-
cuit in Fig. 1 during the RUS protocol is called an “RUS
trial,” and an instance of the protocol (a single rotation
gate) is called an “RUS process.” On average, a single
RUS process is completed in two trials.

Although all of the logical measurements in Fig. 1 are
fault-tolerant via the lattice surgery, the injection of the
ancilla state |mθ⟩ cannot be fault-tolerant owing to the
analog nature of rotation angle. Therefore, the precision
of the injected ancilla state directly affects the precision
of the rotation gate. Here, we briefly introduce how to
prepare the high-quality ancilla state for small-angle ro-

FIG. 31. Ancilla state injection protocol in STAR architec-
ture. (a) The ancilla state is initialized in |+⟩L first, then
multiple rotation gates are acted along the logical ZL oper-
ator. Multi-Z rotation gates can be performed using CNOT
gates and Z rotation gates. (b) After acting the rotation gates,
we perform a post-selection on the hatched stabilizers to re-
move critical errors that bring leading logical errors. Errors
not detected in the post-selection can be corrected in the sub-
sequent quantum error correction procedure safely.

tation in the STAR architecture [35] (For a more in-depth
discussion, refer to the original paper [35]). The injection
protocol sequence is depicted in Fig. 31. To inject |mθ∗⟩,
where θ∗ is a small target angle, we begin with a patch
initialized in the |+⟩ state, which can be prepared fault-
tolerantly using standard methods. We define a subset
of physical qubits that support the logical ZL operator
as QZL

, such that
∏

j∈QZL
Zj = ZL. To construct the

desired ancilla state, we perform the following multiple
rotation gates on the logical |+⟩ state:

k−1∏
i=0

RZQi
(θ) =

k−1∏
i=0

[cos θIQi
+ i sin θZQi

] , (B1)

where Qi (i = 0, . . . k−1) is i-th subset of physical qubits,
which satisfies

⋃
iQi = QZL

. IQi
and ZQi

denote the
identity and multi-qubit Z operator acting on the subset
Qi, respectively. An example is shown in Fig. 31 (a),
which depicts k = 2 rotation gates. The resultant state
after some Clifford corrections is a superposition of or-
thogonal states as follows:

k−1∏
i=0

RZQi
(θ) |+⟩ = √

pideal |mθ∗⟩+ (orthogonal states),

(B2)
where the angles θ and θ∗ satisfy

θ∗ = sin−1

(
1

√
pideal

sink(θ)

)
≈ θk +O(θk+2). (B3)

pideal and “orthogonal states” in Eq.(B2) are needed to
explain. States other than the target state in Eq.(B2) are
in orthogonal stabilizer spaces owing to additional Z op-
erators acting on these states. Therefore, the syndrome
measurement projects the superposed state into one of
these states. The pideal value denotes the probability of
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obtaining the correct state through the syndrome mea-
surement,

pideal(θ, k) = sin2k θ + cos2k θ ≈ 1− kθ2 +O(θ4). (B4)

As clearly seen, pideal is nearly identity when the rota-
tion angle is very small. Of course, since there are quan-
tum noises in practice, we need to remove noisy states
as many as possible. To address this, we measure the
error syndrome twice and perform postselection. The
stabilizer operators checked in postselection are shown
by the hatched pattern in Fig. 31 (b). Errors outside
the postselected region can be corrected by subsequent
QEC procedures and do not lead to leading-order log-
ical errors. This small-size postselection enables us to
generate a high-quality ancilla state with a high success
rate. Our state injection protocol, which can be per-
formed within a single patch, eliminates the need for an
“ancilla state factory.” Thanks to the compactness of our
rotation gate, we can perform multiple rotation gates in
parallel without additional space overhead provided that
there are enough free patches enough for the state in-
jection. This “easy-to-parallelize” feature of the STAR
architecture contrasts significantly with existing FTQC
architectures, where parallel T gates require many more
physical qubits to parallelize the magic state distillation.

Appendix C: Derivation of Eq.(16)

In this section, we outlines the derivation of Eq.(16).
Let us consider the case that involves performing M in-
dependent rotation gates in parallel. To estimate the
average RUS trial number needed to complete allM pro-
cesses, we first calculate the probability that the parallel
RUS execution finishes at the K-th RUS trial, PM

K . This
scenario can be divided into M independent cases fur-
ther: M − 1 processes finish before the K-th trial, then
the remaining process finishes on the K-th trial; M − 2
processes finish before the K-th trial, and the remaining
two processes finish on the K-th trial; and so on. Since
the single RUS trial finishes with a probability of 1/2,
we can calculate the probability of these M cases. For
example, the probability of the first case is the following,

pMone process finishes atK = M

(
K−1∑
n=1

(
1

2

)n
)M−1

·
(
1

2

)K

= MAM−1B, (C1)

where we define A ≡
∑K−1

n=1 (1/2)
n and B ≡ (1/2)K . Fac-

torM represents the number of choices for which process
finishes on the K-th trial. AM−1 is a sum of probabil-
ity for all possible patterns that M − 1 RUS processes
finish before the K-th RUS trial. Other cases are calcu-
lated similarly. As a result, the sum of probabilities of
all cases, which is PM

K , is given as,

PM
K =MAM−1B + MC2A

M−2B2 + · · ·+BM

= (A+B)M −AM ,
(C2)

FIG. 32. Example of the controlled time evolution by a
combination of the controlled multi-qubit Pauli operator and
control-free time evolution.

where MCL is the binomial coefficients, and we use the
binomial expansion (a+b)M = aM +MaM−1b+ · · ·+bM
at the second equality. Therefore, the average number of
RUS trials needed to complete all M RUS processes is
provided as follows,

⟨K⟩M =
∑

K KPM
K

=
∑

K K
[
(1− 2−K)M − (1− 2−K+1)M

]
,
(C3)

where we use
∑L

n=1(1/2)
n = 1− 2−L.

Appendix D: Controlled time evolution operator

The controlled time evolution operator appears in sev-
eral quantum algorithms. A typical example is the
Hadamard test circuit shown in Fig. 17. The naive
approach to implementing controlled time evolution in-
volves replacing each rotation gate e−icjPjτ in the Trot-
ter step to the controlled counterparts. However, this
naive replacement introduces an overhead proportional
to the number of interaction terms, which becomes im-
practical for large system size. Fortunately, for certain
Hamiltonians, efficient implementation of controlled time
evolution is possible with a reasonable overhead [66]. Let
us consider a Hamiltonian consisting of a certain set of
sub-Hamiltonians,

H =
∑
l

H(l), H(l) =
∑
j

c
(l)
j Pj , (D1)

where Pj is a multi-qubit Pauli operator and c
(l)
j is a coef-

ficient of the sub-Hamiltonian H(l). Let K(l) be a certain
multi-qubit Pauli operator that anti-commutes with the
sub-Hamiltonian H(l), K(l)H(l)K(l) = −H(l). This rela-

tionship leads toK(l)e+iH(l)tK(l) = e−iH(l)t. In this case,
we can easily construct a controlled time evolution op-
erator by combining the control-free time evolution and
controlled-K(l) operations, as shown in Fig. 32. This
method is well-suited for our purpose since it allows us
to leverage the compilation results directly.
For the 2D Hubbard model, we can choose the sub-

Hamiltonian as follows:

H = H(0) +H(1), (D2)

H(0) = − t

2

∑
⟨i,j⟩,σ

(Xi,σXj,σ + Yi,σYj,σ)Z
↔
i,j,σ, (D3)

H(1) =
U

4

∑
i

Zi,↑Zi,↓. (D4)
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FIG. 33. Targets of the CZ operations on the 2D lattice (4×4).
The blue nodes are the target of the CZ operations. Here we
only show up spin components. The upper-left node is the
origin of the coordinates, (x, y) = (0, 0).

In this choice, K(l) (l = 0, 1) can be chosen as

K(0) =
∏

k∈V (0),σ

Zk,σ, (D5)

K(1) =
∏

k∈V (1)

Xk,↓. (D6)

where V (l) (l = 0, 1) are defined as

V (0) = {k = (x, y) | x+ y = 1 mod 2}, (D7)

V (1) = {∀k = (x, y)}, (D8)

where we introduce the 2D coordinate of the Hubbard
model lattice for the first time, k = (x, y) (x = 0, . . . , N−
1, y = 0, . . . , N−1). We show the example of V (0) on the
4 × 4 lattice in Fig. 33. Furthermore, since the control
qubit is common for all CNOT and CZ operations, multi-
ple operations can be combined into a single multi-target
operation. For example, we can merge multiple CNOT
gates with the same control qubit into a single multi-
target CNOT gate using an appropriate lattice surgery
operation [56]. See Appendix A 2 c for more details. The
multi-target CNOT gate has a constant time overhead,
allowing us to minimize additional time overhead for con-
trolled time evolution. Typically, four multi-target
CNOT layers and four multi-target CZ layers are required
for each Trotter step to construct the controlled time evo-
lution operator. However, two multi-target CZ layers in
the middle of the Trotter formula cancel each other out.
In addition, the first and last multi-target CNOT lay-
ers cancel with those from the previous and next Trotter
steps. By considering the lattice surgery clock discussed
in Appendix A 2 c, the total overhead of the controlled
time evolution operator, consisting of T Trotter steps,
can be estimated as follows,

Tctrl = 2 · 5 + 2 · 3 + T (2 · 5 + 2 · 4) = 16 + 18T, (D9)

where the first two terms correspond to the overhead of
multi-target CNOT and patch moving operations at the
beginning and the end of the Trotter time evolution.

Appendix E: QCELS algorithm

In the following, we first introduce the main idea of
the QCELS algorithm in a simple set-up and then cite
Algorithm 1 and Theorem 2 in Ref. [21], which we need
for the resource estimation.
The QCELS algorithm relies on a very simple idea to

extract the eigenvalues. Let us consider we have the time-
series data of the expectation value, Zn = ⟨ψ| e−itnH |ψ⟩
(tn = nτ for n = 0, 1, . . . , N − 1). If the initial state |ψ⟩
overlaps the ground state |E0⟩ largely, p0 ≈ 1, the expec-
tation value approximately behaves as Zn ≈ p0e

−iE0tn .
Therefore we can extract the energy eigenvalue by solving
the following non-linear least-squares problem:

(r∗, θ∗) = argminr,θL(r, θ), (E1)

L(r, θ) =
1

N

N−1∑
n=0

|Zn − re−itnθ|2. (E2)

This optimization problem can be solved classically. The
optimal θ∗ provides an approximation of the energy
eigenvalue E0. This optimization subroutine is why the
algorithm is named “quantum complex exponential least
squares” (QCELS).
The basic concept of the QCELS algorithm is straight-

forward, but to achieve Heisenberg-limited scaling, the
actual implementation is more complex. The whole algo-
rithm, called “multi-level QCELS,” is cited in Algorithm
1 to make this manuscript self-contained. In multi-level
QCELS, we start with a small time evolution interval τ1
and estimate the eigenvalue using the time-series data
Z1
n = ⟨ψ| e−inτ1H |ψ⟩ (n = 0, 1, . . . , N − 1). Small τ1

results in a rough estimate of E0; thus, we refine this es-
timation by increasing the time interval τ1 to τj = 2j−1τ1
(j = 1, . . . , J), where J ∝ log2(δ/Nϵ), δ is a small con-
stant (their definitions are provided in Theorem 2 cited
below), and ϵ is the target precision of the estimation
of E0. Performing the estimation of E0 J times with
increasing τj , we achieve an estimation of E0 with pre-
cision ϵ. The computational complexity of Algorithm 1
is stated in Theorem 2 of Ref. [21], which introduces key
parameters for resource estimation.

Theorem 2 (Ref.[21], p.9) Let θ∗ be the output of Al-
gorithm E. Given p0 > 0.71, 0 < η < 1/2, 0 < ϵ < 1/2,
we can choose δ according to δ = Θ(

√
1− p0),

J = ⌈log2(1/ϵ)⌉+ 1,

τj = 2j−1−⌈log2(1/ϵ)⌉ δ
Nϵ , ∀1 ≤ j ≤ J .

(E3)

Choose NNs = Θ̃
(
δ−(2+o(1))

)
. Then

Tmax = NτJ =
δ

ϵ
, (E4)

Ttotal =

J∑
j=1

N(N−1)Nsτj/2 = Θ̃
(
δ−(1+o(1))ϵ−1

)
(E5)
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Algorithm 1 multi-level QCELS algorithm in Ref. [21],
p.8

1: Preparation: Number of data pairs: N ; number of sam-
ples: Ns; number of iterations: J ; sequence of time steps:
{τj}Jj=1; Quantum oracle: {exp(−iτjH)}Jj=1;

2: Running:
3: λmin ← −π; λmax ← π; ▷ [λmin, λmax] contains λ0

4: j ← 1;
5: for j = 1, . . . , J do
6: Generate the data set in DH = {(nτj , Zn)}N−1

n=0 using
the circuit in Fig. 17 with tn = nτj .

7: Define loss function L(r, θ) according to Eq.(E2).
8: Minimizing the loss function.

(r∗j , θ
∗
j )← argmin

r∈C,θ∈[−λmin,λmax]

L(r, θ) ,

9: λmin ← θ∗j − π
2τj

; λmax ← θ∗j + π
2τj

▷ Shrink the

search interval by 1/2
10: end for
11: Output: θ∗

and

P (|(θ∗ − λ0) mod [−π, π)| < ϵ) ≥ 1− η .

The resource estimation in this study relies on the com-
plexity of Theorem 2 cited above.

Appendix F: Runtime of the second-order Trotter
decomposition using the serial compilation strategy

In this appendix, we derive the runtime for the second-
order Trotter decomposition using the serial compila-
tion strategy [32]. To begin with, we count how the
number of rotations required and how to perform them.
We consider the same Hamiltonian as in the main text,

namely Eq.(11). In this Hamiltonian, there are V ZZ
rotation terms, 4(V − M) XZ . . . ZX rotation terms,
and 4(V −M) Y Z . . . ZY rotation terms. The second-
order Trotter decomposition doubles these numbers ex-
cept for the two rotation layers in the middle, which can
be merged into a single rotation layer. For the purpose
of this estimation, we place the ZZ rotation gate layer
in the middle of the decomposition. Therefore, the run-
time of the second-order Trotter decomposition using the
serial compilation is given as

V TZZ + 2 · 4(V −M)TXZ...ZX + 2 · 4(V −M)TY Z...ZY ,
(F1)

where TP is an average runtime of the Pauli P rotation
gate.
Next, we discuss the runtime estimation of each rota-

tion gate. In the context of estimating the RUS over-
head, we assume that the injection overhead can be hid-
den by separating the injection patches from the calcu-
lation block, as discussed in Ref. [31]. Moreover, since
each rotation gate is performed sequentially, the aver-
age trial of the RUS protocol is 2. Therefore, assuming
Pauli measurements requires 1 clock, the average run-
time of each RUS protocol is 2 clocks. For the ZZ ro-
tation gates, no basis change operations are needed, al-
lowing them to be performed in TZZ = 2 clocks. The
XZ . . . ZX rotation gates need patch rotation at the be-
ginning and the end, resulting in an average runtime of
TXZ...ZX = 3×2+2 = 8 clocks. Similarly, the Y Z . . . ZY
rotation gates need patch rotation, and the S gates at the
beginning and the end, leading to an average runtime of
TY Z...ZY = 3 × 2 + 1.5 × 2 + 2 = 11 clocks on average.
Therefore, by inserting these values in Eq.(F1), we obtain
the following,

V ·2+2 ·4(V −M) ·8+2 ·4(V −M) ·11 = 154V −152M.
(F2)

The comparison between the serial and parallel compila-
tion results is displayed in Fig. 16.
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